1. Do you consider this paper is hotspots or important areas in the research field related to neural regeneration?
Yes, I do consider this paper is an important area in the research field related to neural regeneration.
2. Which area do you think this paper falls into? Neurorepair, neuroprotection, neuroregeneration or neuroplasticity.
Neuroprotection and neurorepair

Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?
No, I don't think so.
Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?
Yes, it has.
5. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in Standard English?
6. Your peer review comments will be published as an open peer review report. Do you agree to have your name included with the published article?
Yes
COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Comments to the Author: In the present study, the authors established a glaucoma model in the female SD rats (partial optic nerve transection, PONT). They claimed that their findings indicated the primary degeneration of retinal ganglion cells might be associated with excitotoxicity, and the voluntary running could delay the primary degeneration of retinal ganglion cells via down-regulating excitotoxicity in the glaucoma model. The paper was not well organized and their statements in the intro-and discussion parts were not strong. The aim of this study was not clearly depicted and the explanations on their findings were not sound.
Main concerns:
1) The focus of this study is good, but the introduction is too weak. The introduction seems like a list which included the possible related background about the study, but I didn't see any hard work that the authors did to organize and polish it. The author should tell the readers how they came to the hypothesis of this work and talk about what background could strongly support the aim of this study. The authors should rewrite the introduction part. 2) Could the animals run in the cages with the locked wheels? Have the authors thought about this issue? How can the authors explain this problem? 3) Discussion is not strong enough to explain the findings in this study, and their conclusions came from nowhere. At beginning, the authors just simply repeated part of the introduction. Then, the authors started to describe the conclusions without summarizing their results. I am very confused how the authors came to those conclusions. At the end of second paragraph (P10, line1), I don't understand why the authors focus on the effect time of the running? Actually, it could be helpful to rich this part by discuss something, such as if the RGCs could recover by themselves? And whether this possibility would influence the final conclusion? In addition, the discussion needs more references to support, but not only the work from the authors' lab.
Minor concerns:
